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Abstract
In this research, we compare two forms of interdependent agency. Whereas all interdependent 
cultures emphasize interpersonal connectedness, we suggest that the nature of this connection 
may differ between face and honor cultures. In a large survey, with 163 Japanese and 172 
Turkish students, we tested the idea that, consistent with the concern for face, Japanese 
interdependence emphasizes conformity; that is, fitting in, whereas, consistent with the concern 
for honor, Turkish interdependence stresses relatedness; that is, sticking together. The results 
confirmed these hypotheses: Japanese described their agency more in terms of conformity 
than Turks, whereas Turks described their agency more in terms of relatedness. Moreover, 
relational well-being was predicted by conformity in the Japanese group and by relatedness in 
the Turkish group. Autonomy was also important for both samples, and it predicted personal 
well-being. Results suggest that a multi-dimensional approach to interdependent agency is 
needed to distinguish meaningfully between different interdependent cultures.
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cultural models of agency, self-construal, face culture, honor culture, Japanese culture, Turkish 
culture, conformity, relatedness, autonomy
Japanese say “The nail that sticks out gets hammered down” (Deru kugi wa utareru), and Turks 
say “The sheep that separates from the flock is devoured by the wolf” (Sürüden ayrılanı kurt 
kapar). Both sayings underline that being different or separate from others has negative repercus-
sions. By emphasizing fitting in or belonging, both Japanese and Turkish cultural models pro-
mote interdependent (conjoint) agency (Markus & Kitayama, 2003). This form of agency 
originates from as well as promotes connectedness with significant others. The similarities 
between cultures with interdependent agency are striking, especially when compared with the 
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dominant European American independent (disjoint) agency, which emphasizes an autonomous 
self that is different and separate from others.
However, a closer look at the wisdom conveyed by the Japanese and Turkish proverbs hints to 
cultural nuances as well: While the Japanese proverb stresses conformity —being in line with 
peers— the Turkish saying emphasizes relatedness —maintaining closeness to peers. Conformity 
refers to accommodating one’s behavior to match the expectations and responses of significant 
others (Cialdini & Goldstein, 2004); relatedness refers to thinking of oneself as connected to 
significant others and attending to their needs and expectations as if they were one’s own (e.g., 
Cross, Bacon, & Morris, 2000). Conformity and relatedness differentially link the self to others: 
Conformity highlights a self that endorses social norms, hierarchy, and harmony in a relation-
ship; relatedness highlights a self that has permeable boundaries and is intertwined with others 
(Kagitcibasi, 2005). Thus, conformity and relatedness can be regarded as distinct dimensions of 
interdependent agency. In the current study, we ask to what extent interdependent agency differs 
between Japanese and Turkish samples. These two groups constitute a theoretically meaningful 
contrast because their cultural contexts vary in their central concern that connects people with 
one another: saving face or defending honor.
Culturally appropriate ways of acting elicit approval from the social environment, which 
simultaneously enhances the likelihood of these behaviors and contributes to well-being (Fulmer 
et al., 2011; Kitayama, Karasawa, Curhan, Ryff, & Markus, 2010). Hence, cultural differences in 
agency can be explored in terms of the actions that (a) are prevalent in a given cultural context 
and (b) are conducive to individuals’ well-being. Accordingly, we test two kinds of hypotheses. 
The prevalence hypothesis states that the likelihood of conformity and relatedness differs in 
Japanese and Turkish contexts. The adaptivity hypothesis asserts that conformity and relatedness 
are differentially related to well-being in each cultural context. In addition to testing these 
hypotheses, we explored the role of autonomy in the context of the different types of interdepen-
dent agency in Japan and Turkey.
Fitting in or Sticking Together: The Prevalence Hypothesis
Our first research aim was to distinguish different forms of interdependence by comparing 
Japanese and Turks in terms of their levels of conformity and relatedness. The emphasis in 
Japanese and other East Asian cultural contexts appears to be on fitting in, or conformity. Whereas 
conformity is understood as lack of autonomy or agency in Western cultures (H. S. Kim & 
Markus, 1999), conformity is a prevalent form of agency in Asian cultures where actions high-
light “interdependent selves referencing each other, adjusting to each other, and of improving the 
fit between what one is doing and what is expected” (Markus & Kitayama, 2003, p. 10). 
Accordingly, this dimension is what distinguishes East Asian from European American agency. 
In a study comparing European American and Asian American university students with regard to 
the Singelis’s (1994) Interdependent Self-Scale (Hardin, Leong, & Bhagwat, 2004), Asian 
Americans differed from European Americans in conformity (e.g., “going along with what others 
want”), but hardly with respect to relatedness (e.g., “feeling responsible for the failure of 
siblings”).
The importance of conformity in Japanese context is in line with common East Asian concern 
for “keeping face,” that is, concern for “the respectability and/or deference which a person can 
claim . . . by virtue of [his or her] relative position" (Ho, 1976, p. 883, also Y.-H. Kim, Cohen, & 
Au, 2010) in a firmly established social hierarchy. Although keeping face is important in all cul-
tures, it is a more central concern in East Asia where everyone is expected to be aware of their 
place in this hierarchy and cooperate with others to maintain status quo. To this end, people try 
to adjust themselves to the judgment and expectations of others rather than resisting or influenc-
ing them which may disturb cooperation and harmony (Morling, Kitayama, & Miyamoto, 2002). 
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Whereas conformity in cultures of independence is seen as a deviation from “dignity” that pre-
disposes behaving autonomously from one’s social context (Leung & Cohen, 2011), conformity 
in Japan is crucial for navigating the stable network of relationships that are linked through 
defined roles and responsibilities. The concern for keeping face is so salient in Japanese culture 
that asserting oneself or standing up against criticism is often seen as a sign of immaturity; 
Japanese tend to self-criticize instead (Heine, Takata, & Lehman, 2000). Accordingly, confor-
mity to significant others is thought to be adaptive in East Asian contexts as it validates the self 
and increases group solidarity in these contexts (Heine, 2001; H. S. Kim & Markus, 1999) and 
improves well-being in Japan (Heine, 2001; Oishi & Diener, 2001). For example, Japanese stu-
dents reported increased well-being during the course of a week to the extent they pursued the 
goal to meet others’ expectations (Oishi & Diener, 2001).
In contrast to the Japanese model of conformity, the Turkish model stresses relatedness. For 
instance, Turks perceive significant others as part of themselves, and they relate to them more 
intimately than do European Americans (Imamoglu & Karakitapoğlu-Aygün, 2006, 2007) or 
Asian Americans (Uleman, Rhee, Bardoliwalla, Semin, & Toyama, 2000). High emphasis on 
relatedness in Turkish culture is seen in other Mediterranean cultures too where people under-
stand themselves in terms of their social bonds, both within and beyond the context of family 
relationships (e.g., in Spain and Greece as compared with the Netherlands; Mosquera, Manstead, 
& Fischer, 2002; Pouliasi & Verkuyten, 2012). High relatedness in Mediterranean cultures seems 
to be related to core cultural concern for honor. Honor refers to one’s worth both in one’s own 
eyes and in the eyes of others (Pitt-Rivers, 1965). Unlike face, which cannot be “taken” from 
someone else or lost as a result of the actions of significant others (Y.-H. Kim et al., 2010), 
Mediterranean honor highlights strong relatedness and shared identity with significant others. 
Thus, actions of family, friends, acquaintance, and other significant parties can both enhance or 
threaten one’s honor in Turkey (Uskul, Cross, Sunbay, Gerçek-Swing, & Ataca, 2012; van Osch, 
Breugelmans, Zeelenberg, & Bölük, 2013; also see Helkama et al., 2013; Mosquera et al., 2002, 
for the embeddedness of honor in social relationships in other Mediterranean countries such as 
Italy and Spain). With its focus on shared self and identity, Mediterranean honor also differs from 
Western European and American honor where people associate honor with individual achieve-
ment and failure (Helkama et al., 2013; Mosquera et al., 2002; Uskul et al., 2012). Furthermore, 
although face is closely tied to one’s relative social status and emerges more likely in cooperative 
and stable societies, honor is more emphasized in competitive contexts where social status and 
resources are in constant flux (Henry, 2009). People in honor cultures pursue to strengthen their 
social bonds within and outside the family and stick together against potential threats to their 
honor from out-groups (Leung & Cohen, 2011).
While Japanese seem to stress conformity and Turks emphasize relatedness more, there is 
evidence that Japanese are lower on relatedness and that Turks are lower on conformity. Uleman 
et al. (2000) found that Japanese students rated themselves as less related to family, friends, and 
peers than European Americans, Dutch, and Turks (Uleman et al., 2000). The authors concluded 
that “ . . . while Japanese attitudes, beliefs, and norms may tie them closely to each other through 
expectations and obligations, they may experience their relationships as more distant” (p. 14), a 
conclusion that Japanese interdependence foregrounds conformity. In another study, Japanese 
reported even more discomfort with intimacy in their romantic relationships than did European 
Americans (Sprecher et al., 1994). These findings are in line with the East Asian conception of 
selves as “nodes” situated within a stable network of relationships (Yuki, 2003) and suggest that 
Japanese negotiate their positions—and thus “save face”—in the relatively unbending social 
order by keeping some distance from significant others. Interdependence in East Asian cultures, 
such as the Japanese, cannot be equated to relatedness.
Similarly, conformity seems to be less prevalent in Turkish cultural contexts. In one study, 
Turkish students defined themselves primarily in terms of relatedness (e.g., “emotionally 
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attached”); conformity (e.g., “obedient”) was hardly a part of the self-definition (Karakitapoğlu-
Aygün, 2004). Relatedness, but not conformity, was positively associated with well-being. These 
findings converge with the assertion that members of honor cultures actively seek affiliation with 
others to minimize the risk of offending others (because an offense may spur a cycle of hostility 
and retaliation); but they care less about obeying others, especially when they feel offended 
(Cohen & Vandello, 2004). Different from face, which is largely affected by the public judgment 
of others, one’s own honor is also determined by an internal concern for honor. Together, these 
social and personal aspects of honor guide the self to behave in honorable ways as well as to 
avoid dishonor, which also implies resistance to conformity when one’s honor is at stake. Thus, 
whereas face is redeemed via self-criticism and submissiveness, honor code motivates one for 
confrontation and may lead to conflict (Cohen, Nisbett, Bowdle, & Schwarz, 1996). Readiness 
for confrontation and conflict can be interpreted as reflecting lower levels of conformity, which 
serve to defend honor.
Repeated findings from cross-cultural studies on honor in Turkey and other Mediterranean 
societies suggest that conformity is indeed less expected in these contexts. In a cross-cultural 
study about the meaning of honor, Spanish people were found to associate honor more strongly 
with relatedness and less strongly with conformity than did Dutch people (Mosquera et al., 2002; 
Study 1). Moreover, Cross, Uskul, Gerçek-Swing, Alözkan, and Ataca (2013) found that Turks—
as compared with North Americans—tend to approve of confrontation with a false accusation 
whereas North Americans—as compared with Turks—approve of walking away in the same situ-
ation. Similarly, studies on conflict confirm that conformity is no central concern in Turkey. For 
instance, Turkish families report higher levels of conflict within family than their Western 
European counterparts while maintaining higher levels of intimacy (Kagitcibasi, Ataca, & Diri, 
2010). These findings suggest that interdependence in Turkish culture highlights relatedness 
rather than conformity.
Fitting in or Sticking Together: The Adaptivity Hypothesis
Our second aim was to distinguish different forms of interdependence by examining how confor-
mity and relatedness are related to well-being in Japan and Turkey. We reasoned from cross-
cultural studies on the antecedents of well-being that people who adopted the prevalent form of 
agency would be better integrated in their cultural community, and thus more likely to be socially 
validated and to feel “right” and good. For example, previous research in 28 countries has shown 
that people with personalities that matched the cultural norm experienced higher well-being than 
those with unmatching personalities (Fulmer et al., 2011; also see Kitayama et al., 2010; 
Kitayama, Mesquita, & Karasawa, 2006). Consequently, we expect that the culturally normative 
dimensions of agency—conformity in Japan and relatedness in Turkey—are the ones that best 
predict well-being.
Although well-being has often been taken to refer to personal well-being, i.e., a global feeling 
of being happy and satisfied with oneself and life (e.g., Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 
1985), we will adopt a broader approach and include relational well-being. Relational well-being 
refers to a person’s satisfaction with relationships, his or her respectability, and the sense of reci-
procity in relationships (Kitayama et al., 2010). Studies relating interdependence to well-being 
have generally failed to make a distinction between personal and relational aspects of well-being. 
For example, in the earlier cited study by Karakitapoğlu-Aygün (2004), well-being was opera-
tionalized in terms of positive and (lack of) negative emotions, which included emotions that 
highlight personal attributes (e.g., pride and anger), as well as those that focused on relationships 
(e.g., sympathy and feelings of rejection; Kitayama et al., 2006). Given the centrality of rela-
tional well-being to self-worth and motivation in interdependent cultures, such confounds may 
lead to the underestimation of the role of interdependent agency in these cultures. Because both 
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interdependent agency and relational well-being highlight and affirm the connectedness of self to 
others, in the present study, we expect that interdependent agency will be particularly predictive 
of relational well-being.
The Role of Autonomy
Our third aim is to study the role of autonomy in cultures that focus on interdependent agency. 
Autonomy refers to acting on personal goals and projects (Chirkov, Kim, Ryan, & Kaplan, 2003). 
In cross-cultural research, autonomy has often been conceived focal to Western cultures of inde-
pendence where self is separate from others and should be preserved at all cost from the influence 
of others (Markus & Kitayama, 1994; Hamedani, Markus, & Fu, 2013). Conversely, autonomy is 
less emphasized in non-Western cultures of interdependence which prioritize sensitivity to others 
over personal goals (H. S. Kim & Markus, 1999; see Kagitcibasi, 2007, for a review). Accordingly, 
agency that reflects autonomy is often contrasted to agency that serves connectedness (e.g., 
Markus & Kitayama, 2003).
However, the distinction between independence and interdependence may well be dimen-
sional rather than categorical, and autonomy, conformity, and relatedness may co-exist in each 
culture. Due to globalization of Western ideas, it is now possible to find individuals in non-
Western cultures who strive for autonomy (Kagitcibasi, 2007). Acting on one’s own goals con-
tributes to a person’s personal well-being in modern Japanese and Turkish contexts (Oishi & 
Diener, 2001; Karakitapoğlu-Aygün, 2004). However, the cultural shift toward autonomy and 
individuation seems to co-occur with unchanged levels of conformity and relatedness (Chirkov 
et al., 2003; Imamoglu & Karakitapoğlu-Aygün, 2007). While there is a body of research docu-
menting that people in independent cultures value autonomy more than those in interdependent 
cultures (see Kagitcibasi, 2007, for a review), it is largely unknown how important autonomy is 
in modern interdependent cultures.
To fully document agency in contemporary Japanese and Turkish contexts, we will investigate 
the importance of autonomy as well as the adaptivity of it in terms of personal and relational 
well-being. Based on prior findings, we expect autonomy to be similarly highly relevant to 
agency in Japanese and Turkish cultures. In addition, autonomy would be primarily adaptive with 
regard to personal well-being because both highlight self-focused goals and needs. Since the 
implications of autonomy for relational well-being have not been studied before, we have no 
specific predictions; this relation will be explored in the current study.
Delineation From Previous Models of Self
We propose to distinguish between three different dimensions of agency, or self-in-action, by 
going beyond the dichotomous model of independence or independence. We define agency in 
terms of the dimensions of autonomy, relatedness, and conformity, thus proposing that a further 
subdivision of interdependent agency would better account for cultural differences.
Other models have distinguished between three rather than two dimensions, yet our model is 
unique (e.g., Brewer & Gardner, 1996; Triandis, 1989). For instance, Brewer and Gardner pro-
posed three social identities: the individual, relational, and collective aspects of selves, corre-
sponding to defining self in terms of personal mastery and uniqueness, a partner in a dyadic 
relationship, or as a member of a group or a social category. The present model is delineated from 
this previous model, because rather than focusing on identifications of self, it focuses on the 
agentic aspect of self. Thus, whereas Brewer and Gardner’s (1996) model focuses on individuals’ 
perception of who they identify with (i.e., the self, a significant other, or a group), our analysis 
focuses on individuals’ perception of how they choose to act with significant others (i.e., striving 
for conformity, relatedness, and autonomy). Although it can be argued from the perspective of 
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Brewer and Gardner’s (1996) model that identification with a dyadic relationship may fore-
ground relatedness and identification with a group may elicit conformity, it is also imaginable, 
for example, that one conforms to one’s partner regardless of the level of relatedness to this 
partner, especially when conformity is a norm in the larger cultural context. Similarly, one may 
feel highly related to a group, for example, to one’s family, and be concerned about its welfare, 
without necessarily conforming to its demands. Our model aims to identify such agentic mani-
festations of self against the culturally salient concerns for face and honor.
Overview of the Hypotheses
We tested two sets of hypotheses in a questionnaire study with Japanese and Turkish students: 
The prevalence hypotheses predicted that conformity would be more central aspect of agency in 
Japan than in Turkey and that relatedness would be more salient feature of agency in Turkey than 
in Japan. We expected no cultural differences for the role of autonomy. The adaptivity hypotheses 
predicted that conformity would be more adaptive in Japan whereas relatedness would be more 
adaptive in Turkey. We expected to find that the respective forms of interdependent agency would 
be primarily associated with relational well-being. In both contexts, we expected a positive rela-
tion between autonomy and personal well-being. We explored the role of autonomy in relational 
well-being.
Method
Participants and Procedure
Participants were 163 Japanese (37% men) and 172 Turkish university students (51% men), with 
a median age of 20 years in each groups. Turkish students were from Niğde University. Japanese 
students were from Tokyo University and Tokyo Woman’s Christian University (The latter uni-
versity was founded by a Christian Union but only less than 8% of the students and faculty are 
Christian, parallel to the percentage of Christians in Japan overall). Japanese participants received 
500 Yen for their contribution and Turkish students participated as part of a course requirement.
Measures
We ensured cross-cultural comparability of each measure through careful translation and estab-
lishment of cross-cultural invariance and validity. Scales that were not available in Japanese or 
Turkish were forward- and back-translated from and to English by bilingual native Japanese and 
Turkish speakers.
Construction of conformity, relatedness, and autonomy scales. Due to overarching classification of 
cultures as independent or interdependent, a main methodological challenge to measure agency 
in interdependent cultures is the lack of scales that reliably assess conformity and relatedness in 
these cultures. Existing self-construal scales often include items referring to social goals and 
motivations (agency) and confound underlying dimensions that are conceptually distinct. For 
example, Singelis’s (1994) Interdependence Scale contains both conformity- and relatedness-
relevant items (Hardin et al., 2004); or, Kagitcibasi’s (2007) Autonomy Scale taps autonomy but 
also contain items which refer to (lack of) conformity. Therefore, we chose or adapted 20 items 
(10 item for Conformity and 10 item for Relatedness) from self-construal scales, developed in 
both Western and non-Western cultures, that corresponds to our conceptualization of conformist 
and relational agency. Autonomy was measured by Johnston and Finney’s (2010) 5-item Auton-
omy scale, which assesses the degree to which one’s actions are self-determined, and 1 new item. 
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The items of the three scales were presented to the participants in a random order with the fol-
lowing instruction: “Please think of how you generally are or act in your daily interactions with 
others. How true are the following statements for you?” Responses were from 0 (not at all true 
of me) to 6 (totally true of me). All scales were tested for measurement invariance with the help 
of multiple-group confirmatory factor analyses (using AMO16) and further validated by correlat-
ing the scale scores with relevant psychological constructs.
Measurement invariance. First, we wanted to maximize factorial invariance and internal 
reliability of the scales by eliminating the items that did not significantly loaded on the latent 
dimensions for either or both cultural groups in preliminary multiple-group analyses. Ultimately, 
one-factor baseline models (factor loadings were freely estimated) with six items for each scales 
yielded excellent structural equivalence. Table 1 shows the fit indices for the structural invari-
ance and Table 2 displays the items of the final scales and their origins.
Next, we tested the metric invariance of the three scales (i.e., equal factor loadings), which is 
required for comparing the patterns of correlations between samples (Cheung & Rensvold, 2000). 
Non-significant χ2 differences between a baseline model and a model in which factor loadings 
were constrained to be equal across groups indicated metric invariance, except for the Conformity 
scale, Δχ2(5) = 15.579, p = .008. A partially invariant model was established for this scale by 
removing the equality constraint on one item (“I am careful to maintain harmony in my close 
relationships”; Table 1). The parameter estimate of this item was significantly lower for Turks 
than for Japanese, suggesting that avoiding conflict was more central to overall conformity in the 
Japanese context (Table 2). Because this item remained significant for both groups, it was 
retained in the scale.1
Finally, we tested scalar invariance (i.e., equal item intercepts), which is required to compare 
construct means across cultures and proves that cultural differences in the observed items are a 
result of differences in the means of the constructs they belong to. The lack of scalar invariance 
occurs “when one group systematically gives higher or lower responses than another group, result-
ing in a scale displacement” (Cheung & Rensvold, 2000, p. 190). Scalar invariance could not be 
established, as revealed by significant deterioration in model fit as compared with the equal factor 
loadings model. Furthermore, Japanese scored significantly lower on the combined scales than did 
Turks, F(1, 334) = 34.43, p < .001, in congruence with the Japanese tendency toward modesty in 
self-assessment (Karasawa et al., 2011). Thus, we were not able to test the prevalence hypotheses 
Table 1. Fit Indices for the Unconstrained Models and the Significance of Change for the Equal Factor 
Loadings Models, and the Scale Reliabilities.
χ2(df) p χ2/df RMSEA SRMR CFI Δχ2(df) Reliabilities
Conformity 34.28 (18) .01 1.90 .05 .05 0.90 8.43 (4), nsa .68/.65
Relatedness 12.16 (18) .84 0.68 .00 .03 1.00 7.94 (5), ns .83/.81
Autonomy 15.93 (18) .72 0.80 .00 .02 1.00 4.56 (5), ns .81/.78
Personal well-being 26.28 (10) .003 2.63 .07 .03 0.96 3.72 (3), nsa .86/.85
Relational well-
being
50.07 (18) <.001 2.78 .07 .07 0.92 8.53 (5), ns .84/.70
CAS 54.30 (18) <.001 3.02 .08 .06 0.89 4.09 (5), ns .79/.75
ALS 12.85 (4) .01 3.21 .08 .03 0.95 7.42 (3), ns .79/.67
Note. Composite reliabilities are given for Japanese/Turks. CAS = Concern for Appropriateness Scale; ALS = 
Authentic Living Scale; RMSEA = The Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; SRMR = Standardized Root Mean 
Square Residual; CFI = Comparative Fit Index.
aChange for the partially invariant model.
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in absolute terms. Instead, we used ipsatized scores to test this hypothesis in relative terms, in line 
with Harrington and Liu (2002). We obtained the ipsatized scores by dividing each participant’s 
score on each agency domain by their overall scale score. The sample mean for each of these pro-
vide an index of the relative rating, or the centrality of Conformity, Relatedness, and Autonomy to 
agency. We predicted that Conformity would be more relevant to agency in Japan than in Turkey, 
and that Relatedness would be more central to agency in Turkey than in Japan; there would be no 
cultural difference in the relative importance of Autonomy for agency.
Table 2. Items of the Conformity, Relatedness, and Autonomy Scales and Unstandardized Parameter 
Estimates Obtained From the Equal Factor Loading Models.
Latent factors Indicators Parameter estimates (SE)
Conformity “I can easily change my decisions according to the 
wishes of those who are close to me.” (SCS)
1.00 (—)
“I usually conform to the wishes of those who I 
feel close to.” (SCS)
1.13 (.20)***
“The opinions of those who are close to me 
influence me on my personal issues.” (SCS)
0.87 (.17)***
“I am careful to maintain harmony in my personal 
relationships.” (ISS)
0.93 (.23)*** (Japan)
0.30 (.14)* (Turkey)
“I go along with what others want even when I 
would rather do something different.” (ISS)
1.14 (.21)***
“I can easily say ‘no’ to people.” (DS) (R) 0.47 (.17)**
Relatedness “I often think of those to whom I feel close to.” 
(RISC)
1.00 (—)
“When I think of myself, I think of my close friends 
or family also.” (RISC)
1.28 (.15)***
“If a person hurts someone close to me, I feel 
personally hurt as well.” (RISC)
1.32 (.16)***
“I consider people who are close to me as an 
important part of who I am.” (RISC)
1.17 (.14)***
“I prefer to keep a certain distance in my personal 
relationships.” (R) (SCS)
0.53 (.14)***
“When making personal decisions I also consider 
the good of those who are close to me.” (DS)
1.08 (.14)***
Autonomy “I am free to decide for myself how to live my 
life.” (AS)
1.00 (—)
“I generally feel free to express my ideas and 
opinions.” (AS)
1.04 (.17)***
“In my daily life, I usually have to do what I am 
told.” (R) (AS)
1.17 (18)***
“There is not much opportunity for me to decide 
for myself how to do things in my daily life.” (R) 
(AS)
0.93 (.17)***
“I feel pressured and controlled in my life.” (R) 
(AS)
1.37 (.20)***
“I often feel like I have to follow other people’s 
lead.”(DS) (R)
1.96 (.26)***
Note. SCS = Kagitcibasi’s (2007) Self-Construal Scale; ISS = Singelis’ (1994) Interdependent Self-Construal Scale; 
DS = Designed for this study; R = Reverse coded items; RISC = Cross, Bacon, and Morris’s (2000) Relational 
Interdependent Self-Construal Scale; AS = Johnston & Finney’s (2010) Autonomy Scale.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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External validity. Having established the comparability and reliability of the agency scales, we 
tested their external validity by correlating participants’ scores on these three scales with those on 
The Concern for Appropriateness Scale (CAS; Lennox & Wolfe, 1984), The Inclusion of Others 
in the Self Scale (IOS; Aron, Aron, & Smollman, 1992), and The Authentic Living Scale (ALS; 
Wood, Linley, Maltby, Baliousis, & Stephen, 2008). CAS measures self-monitoring and focuses 
on the tendency to protective self-presentation and sensitivity to social cues (sample item: “I try 
to pay attention to the reactions of others to my behavior to avoid being out of place”; 0 = not at 
all true of me, 6 = totally true of me); therefore, it is in common with conformity in terms of the 
concern for fitting in. We selected 7 items (out of 13) from the original scale that were reported 
to have high item-total correlations by Lennox and Wolfe (1984). ALS assesses global authen-
ticity in terms of attitudes toward being true to oneself (sample item: “I think it is better to be 
yourself, than to be popular”; 0 = not at all true of me, 6 = totally true of me), which was thought 
to be the primary force for acting autonomously. The single-item IOS is used to assess the level 
of closeness between self and others with the help of venn-diagrams (1 = separate circles; 6 = 
largely overlapping circles). Although IOS does not indicate actions that serve this closeness, we 
used it to validate our Relatedness scale, because relatedness originates from a self that is highly 
intertwined with others.
Having established the metric invariance of the multiple-item CAS and ALS (Table 1), the 
unique associations of the validation constructs with the agency dimensions revealed by three 
regression analyses confirmed the external validity of each subscale across cultures: In both 
Japan and Turkey, Conformity was primarily and significantly associated with CAS, β = .33 and 
.44, respectively, all p < .001; Relatedness with IOS, all β = .30, p < .001; and Autonomy with 
ALS, β = .30, p < .001, and .22, p < .01, respectively. Other secondary yet significant associations 
suggested some culture-specific overlaps among the constructs (i.e., between Conformity and 
ALS in Japan, β = −.22; between Relatedness and CAS in Japan, β = .16; and between Autonomy 
and CAS in Turkey, β = −.21, all p < .01).
Well-being. Relational well-being was a six-item scale that aimed to measure well-being based on 
satisfying and mutually respectful relationships. In addition to a global relationship satisfaction 
item (“I am generally satisfied with my personal relationships”), it contained two items from 
Ryff’s (1989) Positive Relations with Others scale (e.g., “Most people see me as loving and affec-
tionate”) and three items from Diener and Diener’s (2009) Psychological Flourishing Scale (e.g., 
“People respect me”). Personal well-being was measured by the five-item Satisfaction With Life 
Scale (Diener et al., 1985; for example, “I am satisfied with my life”). Respondents rated their 
agreement with the items of both scales from 0 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree).
In testing the cross-cultural equivalence of the Relational Well-Being and Personal Well-
Being scales, the baseline models resulted in a good fit (Table 1). Metric invariance was con-
firmed for the former but not for the latter scale, Δχ2(4) = 10.26, p = .04. Removal of the equality 
constraint on the factor loading of one item (“So far, I have gotten the important things I want in 
life”) led to a partially invariant model. Establishment of metric invariance allowed us to com-
pare cross-culturally the patterns of correlations between agency and well-being. Finally, all 
scales had satisfactory reliabilities across samples (Table 1).
Results
The Prevalence Hypothesis
To test the prevalence hypothesis, we conducted Mann–Whitney U tests on the ipsatized scores 
on the three dimensions of agency, with culture as an independent variable. Neither age nor gen-
der was a significant covariate; therefore, they were not taken into account in these analyses.
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There were significant cultural differences in the weighting on Conformity and Relatedness in 
the expected direction: Japanese placed greater relative emphasis than did Turks on Conformity, 
U = 11,088.50, p = .001, Ms = .31 and .29, SDs = .07 and .08, respectively; Turks placed greater 
relative emphasis than did Japanese on Relatedness, U = 7,626, p < .001, F(1, 332) = 52.63, p < 
.001,ηp
2 = .14; Ms = .38 and .34, SDs = .05 and .06, respectively. Unexpectedly, Japanese’s rela-
tive emphasis on Autonomy was significantly higher than Turks, U = 11,741, p = .001, Ms = .35 
and .33, respectively, SDs = .08.
The Adaptivity Hypothesis
To test the adaptivity hypothesis, we related the dimensions of agency to relational and personal 
well-being in separate hierarchical regression analyses (see Table 3 for zero-order correlations). 
Cultural group was dummy-coded, with the Japanese being the reference group. All continuous 
predictors were centered (Aiken & West, 1991). The three agency dimensions and cultural group 
were entered in Step 1 and the three interaction terms (Culture × Agency dimensions) in Step 2. 
Other possible two-way interactions, for example, Conformity × Relatedness or three-way interac-
tions, or gender and age did not make a significant contribution to the model; therefore, analyses 
were repeated without these interactions, gender, and age (interaction terms including gender did 
not add significantly to the model either). Table 4 shows the results of these regression analyses.
There were cultural differences in the way relational well-being was predicted by Conformity, 
Relatedness, and Autonomy. As hypothesized, conformity was associated with increased rela-
tional well-being for Japanese, β = .28, p = .001, but not for Turks, who even tended to associate 
conformity with lower relational well-being, β = −.14, p = .11.
As predicted, relatedness was associated with more relational well-being for Turks, β = .44, p 
< .001, than for Japanese, β = .19, p = .02. Exploration of the association between autonomy and 
relational well-being yielded a significant relation for Japanese, β = .36, p < .001, but not for 
Turks.
As expected, autonomy was cross-culturally the best predictor of personal well-being. 
Expectedly, regressions following-up a marginally significant Culture by Relatedness interaction 
(β = .27, p = .08) yielded a link between relatedness and personal well-being in Turks, β = .23, p 
= .003, but not in Japanese, β = .04, p = .61. Unexpectedly, there was no cultural difference in the 
extent to which conformity predicted personal well-being.
Discussion
The current research provided evidence for two kinds of interdependent agency that are helpful 
in distinguishing between different cultural groups: conformity (i.e., going along with others) 
and relatedness (i.e., getting along with others). Cultural differences were found both in the 
Table 3. Correlations Among the Major Variables for Japanese and Turkish Samples.
Japan (n = 163) Turkey (n = 171)
 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1. Conformity — —  
2. Relatedness .29*** — .32*** —  
3. Autonomy −.37*** .18* — −.44*** .15* —  
4. Personal well-being .00 .13 .30*** — −.11 .27*** .36*** —  
5. Relational well-being .20* .33*** .29*** .63*** — −.03 .41*** .21** .40*** —
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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prevalence and the adaptivity of these two kinds of interdependent agency. In line with the core 
cultural concern for face in Japan and honor in Turkey that emphasizes fitting in or sticking 
together, respectively, Japanese interdependence was more conformity-based whereas Turkish 
interdependence was more relatedness-based. Moreover, the sense of satisfaction, respectability, 
and reciprocity in personal relationships, which is central to well-being in many non-Western 
cultures (Kitayama et al., 2010), was reached in culture-specific ways: Conformity strongly pre-
dicted relational well-being in Japanese but not in Turks. In contrast, relatedness strongly pre-
dicted relational well-being in Turks, but it did less so for Japanese.
A higher level of relatedness not only contributed to relational but also to personal well-being 
in Turks, underlining the centrality of interpersonal closeness to psychological health in honor 
cultures (Uskul et al., 2012). Supposedly, Turkish people who show high relatedness may not 
only feel socially competent but also derive a sense of pride and personal satisfaction from their 
close relationships. Personal well-being was independent from the level of relatedness or confor-
mity in Japanese. That conformity did not contribute to Japanese personal well-being was incon-
sistent with the results from a study by Oishi and Diener’s (2001) where personal well-being 
increased over time as a result of conformity, e.g., “doing things to meet expectations of others.” 
However, Oishi and Diener asked participants to report on their well-being “during the past 
week.” This question may have led Japanese to reflect on how they felt in specific social interac-
tions, and thus on their relational well-being, rather than their global feeling about themselves 
and their lives. Our study, which made the distinction between relational and personal well-being 
and found that they are differently predicted by different forms of agency, suggests that it is 
important for researchers to specify the type of well-being. Replications are needed to shed light 
onto the nature of relations between conformity and these two types of well-being.
Autonomy was the primary predictor of personal well-being. The benefits of autonomy to 
personal well-being support the idea that autonomy has become increasingly important in mod-
ern non-Western cultures (Kagitcibasi, 2007; Oishi & Diener, 2001). It is possible that Western 
ideas of self-expression have left a mark on non-Western cultures. The positive link between 
autonomy and personal well-being on the one hand, and between conformity and/or relatedness 
and relational well-being on the other hand also suggests that different aspects of agency contrib-
ute to well-being in different domains. To function effectively across personal and social lives, 
Table 4. Predicting Well-Being From Conformity, Relatedness, and Autonomy in Japan and Turkey.
Relational well-being Personal well-being
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
Variables B SE B β B SE B β B SE B β B SE B β
Conformity .09 .07 .07 .35 .10 .27*** .06 .09 .04 .17 .13 .11
Relatedness .31 .06 .30*** .19 .08 .19* .18 .08 .15* .06 .10 .05
Autonomy .22 .06 .20*** .40 .08 .36*** .42 .07 .32*** .46 .11 .35***
Culture .76 .12 .34*** .74 .11 .32*** .64 .15 .24*** .62 .15 .23***
Culture × Conformity −.48 .13 −.27*** −.21 .18 −.11
Culture × Relatedness .25 .11 .15* .27 .15 .14
Culture × Autonomy −.33 .11 −.22** −.09 .15 −.05
R2 .45 .48 .29 .30
R2 Δ for model .45 .03 .29 .01
F for R2 Δ 67.25*** 5.25** 34.23*** 1.13
Note. Culture: 0 = Japanese, 1 = Turks.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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modern Japanese and Turks seem to have integrated the key components of their culture of inter-
dependence with that of the culture of independence.
Autonomy was more central to agency in Japan than in Turkey, and only in Japan was auton-
omy associated with relational well-being. This may have to do with the East Asian cultural 
emphasis on self-reliance for not bothering others or disturbing harmony (H. S. Kim, Sherman, 
Ko, & Taylor, 2006). Autonomy may also be considered a valuable trait to the extent that it facili-
tates personal efficiency and flexibility to fit in diverse relational contexts, and thus save face, in 
Japan.
We did not find gender difference in relatedness. This is not consistent with the results from 
independent cultural contexts, which has persistently yielded higher relatedness among women 
than men (e.g., see Cross & Madson, 1997, for a review), but it is similar to previous findings 
from research with interdependent cultures. For example, Kashima et al. (1995) found large gen-
der differences in relatedness of the Western samples participated in their study, but the gender 
differences in Hawaii, Japan, and Korean samples were much smaller or even non-significant. 
Similarly, Imamoglu and Karakitapoğlu-Aygün (2006) found negligible gender differences in 
relatedness among Turkish samples. While relatedness is seen to imply femininity in Western 
cultures, socialization of interdependence seems to affect men and women alike in Turkish and 
Japanese cultures, resulting in similarly high levels of endorsement of conformity and related-
ness across genders. Despite the fact that the majority of the Japanese sample were female, the 
lower levels of relatedness in Japan than in Turkey is further evidence that the patterns are due to 
face and honor cultures, rather than to gender bias.
We showed that interdependent agency may take different forms across cultures, but some 
words of caution are needed here. First, our samples are not representative; the groups of com-
parison were university students whom we chose deliberately because they live a “modern inter-
dependent” life. The findings that autonomy in both samples is relatively highly important and 
that autonomy was similarly adaptive for personal well-being in both cultural contexts suggest 
that we succeeded in reaching samples that are highly engaged in the modern way of life. Second, 
the samples are located in the more modern part of Japan and the more traditional region in 
Turkey. Differences in the type of region may have led us to underestimate or inflate some cul-
tural differences, but we have reasons to have confidence in our findings nonetheless. In particu-
lar, our aim was not to draw inferences on the countries through representative samples; rather, 
we set out to show two distinguishable facets of interdependent agency that are systematically 
tied to different cultural themes: face in Japan and honor in Turkey. We made predictions on 
prevalent and adaptive agency based on well-established differences in the larger Turkish and 
Japanese contexts. Our findings confirm the predicted cultural differences.
Third, the present research tested whether conformity-based agency characterizing Japanese 
culture can be used as a template to identify agency in other interdependent cultures, and the 
results suggested that no. Nevertheless, the current study should not be seen as an exhaustive 
framework that explains agency in all cultures of interdependence; rather, it should be regarded 
as a crucial step in acknowledging diversity within cultures of interdependence and the variety of 
interdependent agency as a warning flag against generalizations. In fact, a recent study by 
Hashimoto and Yamagishi (2013), which originates from a similar concern as ours, namely that 
the current conceptualizations of interdependence narrowly focus on “harmony seeking” and fail 
to recognize other variations of interdependence, identified two facets of interdependence in 
Japanese cultural context: harmony seeking and rejection avoidance. Like relatedness in our 
study, harmony seeking is primarily defined by the authors as an emphasis on caring about others 
and providing help and support to others; and like conformity, rejection avoidance is defined 
according to the importance placed on acting to fit in with and be accepted by others (Hashimoto 
& Yamagishi, 2013, p. 143). Thus, there is converging evidence to challenge the homogeneity of 
interdependent cultures.
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However, it should be underlined that the dimensions distinguished in our article do not neatly 
map onto the dimensions yielded by Hashimoto and Yamagishi (2013). On the one hand, harmony 
seeking refers to the motivation “to find ways to accommodate others’ needs and wishes and fit 
into proper places” (p. 143). This definition is close to our definition of conformity. Thus, har-
mony seeking overlaps both with our notion of conformity and with that of relatedness. On the 
other hand, rejection avoidance diverges from our definition of conformity in the sense that the 
former implies lack of agency. Rejection avoidance is argued to be prevalent in cultures where 
“people must fit in with and be accepted by closely related others. They have no freedom to leave 
the circle” (p. 143). Accordingly, Hashimoto and Yamagishi (2013) found a negative link between 
rejection avoidance and well-being (i.e., self-esteem). Our conceptualization of conformity 
assumes agency in people, or motivation to act in ways that increase the fit with others, rather than 
that they have a lack of choice. Accordingly, we found that conformity is adaptive for well-being 
in Japan. It is important to notice that both Hashimoto and Yamagishi study and ours effectively 
demonstrate that multiple facets of interdependence can be distinguished, and that both sets of 
dimensions are useful is evidenced by the fact that both predict important outcomes.
Fourth, we drew the hypotheses largely upon the cross-cultural literature on face and honor 
that have been shown to connect people to one another in Japan and Turkey differentially; the 
measurement of these constructs or relating them with the dimensions of agency empirically 
were beyond the scope of the current study. Nevertheless, our study contributes to bridging the 
gap between the separate streams of research on self and agency, on the one hand, and face and 
honor in interdependent cultures, on the other hand, and invites future studies to validate the 
interplay between the core constructs of each framework.
To conclude, cultures of interdependence share an emphasis on connectedness but connected-
ness may be achieved in different ways—either by fitting in or by sticking together. Taking a multi-
dimensional approach to agency and well-being accounts for this heterogeneity of interdependence 
and shows the important different ramifications for people’s lives in face and honor cultures.
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Note
1. To see whether Conformity, Relatedness, and Autonomy were distinct constructs, we compared the 
Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) values obtained from one- to three-factor model multiple-sample 
Confirmatory Factor Analyses. AIC helps identify the more optimal and parsimonious model by taking 
the model complexity into account. When the factor loadings were held equal across groups, a lower 
value of AIC (722) yielded by the three-factor model as compared with the values obtained from a 
uni-dimensional model (1,164) and a two-factor model with Autonomy and combined Conformity 
and Relatedness (874) revealed that the former is more parsimonious, thus preferable to the uni- and 
bi-dimensional models, and that conformity and relatedness are distinct.
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